AD-A225 76

US ARMY
WAR COLLEGE
QUARTERLY

VOL. XX NO.3 SEPTEMBER 1990

In This Issue O/

General Carl Vuono on the Strategic Value of Conventional Forces

Book Reviews
Guenter Lewy glances at William Colby's Lost Victory
Harry Ball considers Martin van Creveld's Training of Officers
Brian Bond on Rod Paschall's Defeat of Imperial Germany

Military Police in Contingency Operations . . . . . . . . . .. Charles A. Hines
The New Soviet Defensive Policy: Christopher D. Bellamy

Khalkhin Gol 1939 As Case Study . . . . . . . .. and Joseph S. Lahnstein
Whence the Big Battalions? . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... F. J. Chiaventone
Thinking About SmallWars . . . . . . ... ... ... ... Richard Szafranski
The Gap Between Leadership Policy and Practice . . . . . . . . Faris R. Kirkland
Junior Officer Development: Reflections of an Old Fud . . . . . Mark R. Hamilton
Germany, France, and the Future of Thomas-Durell Young

Western European Security . . . . . ... ... and Samuel J. Newland
On War : Is Clausewitz Still Relevant? . . . . . . ... .. John E. Shephard, Jr.
Deconflicting the Humma-Humma . . . . . . . . . ... .. ... Doug Naquin
View From the Fourth Estate:

Just Cause to Stand Tall, But Notto Stand Pat . . . . . David H. Hackworth

“NOT TO PROMOTE WAR, BUT TO PRESERVE kv’ - "




US ARMY WAR COLLEGE

Michael P. W. Stone, Secretary of the Army
Major General Paul G. Cerjan, Commandant

PARAMETERS
The Army’s Senior Professional Journal ;

EDITORIAL STAFF

Colonel Lloyd J. Matthews, USA Ret.—FEditor
Mr. Gregory N. Todd—Assistant Editor
Mrs. Phyllis M. Stouffer—£Editorial Assistant

EDITORIAL BOARD

Colonel John E. Brown, Military Strategy, Planning, and Operations
Dr. Otto P. Chaney, Jr., Corresponding Studies
Colonel Michael H. Crutcher, Center for Strategic Wargaming
Lieutenant Colonel Thomas S. Dombrowsky, National Security and Strategy
Dr. Jay Luvaas, National Security and Strategy
Colonel Alfred G. Snelgrove, Command, Leadership, and Management
Dr. Thomas-Durell Young, Strategic Studies Institute

Parameters is a journal of ideas, providing a forum for the expression of mature
professional thought on the art and science of land warfare, national and inter-
national security affairs, military strategy, military leadership and management,
military history, military ethics, and other topics of significant and current interest
to the US Army and the Department of Defense. 1t serves as a vehicle for
continuing the education, and thus the professional development, of War College
graduates and other military officers and civilinns concerned with military aftairs,

PRI e



PARAMETERS

US ARMY WAR COLLEGE QUARTERLY

Vol. XX, No. 3 September 1990
The Strategic Value of Conventional Forces . Carl E. Vuono 2
- Military Police in Contigﬁency Operations; ™ .
Often the Force of Choice . Charles A. Hines 11
The New Scviet Defensive Policyr—— . . Christopher D. Bellamy
Khalkhin Gol 1939 As Case Study and Joseph S. Lahnstein 19
Whence the Big Battalions? F. J. Chiaventone 33
Thinking About Small Wars : Richard Szafranski 39
The G’ap Between‘.l’;eadership Policy and
Practice; A Historical Perspective e Faris R. Kirkland 50
“Junior Officer Developmenty, - .~ -
Reflections of an Old Fud : Mark R. Hamilton 63
-ﬂGermany, France, and the Future of Thomas-Durell Young
JWeitern European Security «+ ». -~ = and Samuel J. Newland 71
On War;,;; Is Clausewitz Still Relevant? . John E. Shephard, Jr. 85
Deconflicting the Humma-Humma Doug Naquin 100

View From the Fourth Estate:
Just Cause to Stand Tall, But Not to Stand Pat  David H. Hackworth 104

Commentary & Reply 106
Book Reviews 110
From the Archives inside back cover

Parameters (ISSN 0031-1723, USPS 413520V is an official US Army periodical, published quarterly by the US
Army War College, Carlisle Barracks, Carlisle, Pa. 17013-5050. Phone: (717) 245-4943, AUTOVON 242-4943.
~ ""The Secretary of the Army has determined that publication of this periodical is necessary in the transaction of
the public business as required by law of the Department. Use of funds for printing this publication was approved
by the Secretary of the Army on 18 May 1989 in accordance with AR 25-30.
Views and opinions expressed herein are those of the authors and are not necessarily those of the Department of
—dhe Army, the US Army War College. or any other agency of the US govemment.

Subscriptions are available from the Superintendent of Documents, US GPO, Washington, D.C. 20402. Current
annual cost is $7.00 for domestic or APO addresses, 8.75 for foreign addresses. Single copies are $4.50 domestic,
$5.63 foreign. Make checks payable to the Superintendent of Documents. Credit card orders may be placed by
calling GPO at (202) 783-3238 during business hours.

Second-class postage is paid at Carlisle, Pa., and aditional entry offices. FOSTMASTER: Send address changes
to US Army War College, Carlisie Barracks, ATIN Purameters, Bldg 122, Carlisle, PA 17013-5050. Individuais
Al evkezibe tuough GiO should send their address changes to GPO., not to the Parameters editorial office.

Unsolicited manuscripts are welcome: optimum length is 4000 words: include computer disk version along with
hard copy. if feasible. Author Guide is available on request. Parameters is indexed in, among others. ABC Pol Sci.
Air University Library Index to Military Periadicals, Current Military Literature, PAIS Bulletin, and Book Review
Index. Parameters is available on microfilm and microfiche from University Microfilms, Inc. Unless copyrighted,
articles may be reprinted: please credit author and Parameters. Library of Congress Catalog Card No. 70-612062,



Lﬁc:e&on fFor

NTIS  CRA&I
DTIC TAB
Unannounced
Justification

—
54
e
8

oY S0 GRp ]

The Strategic Value of |ois

Conventional Forces Rusnsbilty Coce

st | M Lpara!
CARL E. VUONO A-l !,14-

As the United States enters the decade of the 90s, we confront not only a
revolution in the world order but also a proliferation of strategic thought,
On teievisicn and in the columns of our major newspapers, new strategies
seem to emerge daily, each professing to offer the final answer to the manage-
ment of national security in this tumultuous era. Much of this debate rests on
the assumption that the global strategy at the foundation of our nation’s
security for 40 years is no longer relevant to the times.

In this article, I want to lay out the lessons we should glean from our
experiences of the past two generations and outline what I believe will be our
single most significant national asset in preserving the peace and in shaping
the future in the years ahead—our conventional forces. In this era of historic
political ferment, we must approach the issues of national security with daring
and imagination, as tempered by a realistic assessment of the nature of the
community of nations in the years ahead.

The Lessons of the Past

Forty years ago, with an implicit faith in the appeal of democracy,
the United States set about the task of containing the expansion of the Soviet
empire. In the beginning, we believed that the American nuclear arsenal was
largeiy sufficient to deter Stalin from military adventurism on the continent
of Europe. Indeed, in the immediate aftermath of the first use of nuclear
weapons in war, conventional forces were thought to be relics of the past.
Bernard Brodie, the dean of that early American school of nuclear deterrence,
argued (hat “thus far, the chief purpoce of onr military establislunent has been
to win wars. From now on, its chief purpose must be to avert them. It can have
almost no other useful purpose.”
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As the Soviets arcquired a nuclear capability of their own, however,
the equation became far more complex. It became less and less credible to
assume that the United States would seize the nuclear option as the sole and
immediate response to aggression in Europe or anywhere else in the world.
Indeed, soon after the advent of the nuclear age, Kim Il-sung’s invasion of
South Korea demonstrated the inability of strategic nuclear wezpons to deter
certain forms of aggression and reminded us of the enduring importance of
maintaining capable, credible conventional forces to defend our interests and
preserve the peace. In short, it became apparent that America’s strategic
nuclear umbrella would shelter us from only a portion of the deluge of
challenges we would confront. Foes throughout the world doubted that the
United States would use such weapons, and we proved them right.

Our task then became to extend the deterrent value of our military
power—our conventional forces as well as our tactical and theater nuclear
weapons——to regions of potential conflict where deterrence could not be assured
by strategic nuclear forces alone. This concept of extended deterrence became
embodied in the strategy of Flexible Response, a strategy that has been successful
for nearly 30 vears. Flexible Response moved away from an exclusive reliance
on nuclear weapons. It recognized the necessity for powerful conventional forces
to provide forward-deployed units with a genuine capacity to contain and defeat
aggression without immediate and automatic escalation to nuclear war.

Ten years ago, Sir Michael Howard persuasively articulated this
point. Referring to conventional forces, he said, "It is this warfighting capa-
bility that acts as the true deterrent to aggression and is the only one that is
convertible into political influence.™ Indeed, Flexible Response has worked
in Europe precisely because it has rested on the backs of American and allied
soldiers on the ground, supported by air and naval forces, whose governments
drew a line in the dirt and said, *No farther.” These soldiers have constituted
the steadily strengthening land forces that presented the Soviets with the
prospect of protracted conventional war and the very real possibility of
eventual defeat. It is this realization, more than the fear of nuclear war. that
has served to temper and restrain aggressive Soviet designs.

General Carl E. Vuono is Chief of Staff of the US Army. He holds a B.S. from
the United States Military Academy and an M.S. in public administration from
Shippensburg University. His military schooling includes the Field Artillery School.
the USMC Command and Staff College, and the US Army War College. His overseas
assignments include one in Korea. two in Vietnam, and three in Germany. General
Vuono has commanded at the platoon, battery, battalion, brigade. and division levels.
Additionally. he was the Army’s Deputy Chief of Staff for Cperations and Fienc, and
prior ty s present assignment was Commanding General of the US Army Training
and Doctrine Command.
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To be sure. deterrence has been buttressed by nuclear weapons—
weapons that cover the spectrum from short-range systems that would instantly
change the complexion of the battlefield to strategic weapons that would change
the complexion of the world. But make no mistake, these weapons of mass
destruction themselves depend upon conventional forces for their utility—for it
is only at the top of an escalatory ladder that nuclear weapons achieve genuine
credibility. And this ladder must rest on the solid foundation of capable conven-
tional forces. As President Bush pointed out, “There are few lessons so clear in
history as this—only the combination of conventional forces and nuclear forces
has insured the long peace in Europe.””

Through Flexible Response, the United States was successful in
containing Soviet expansionism by making aggression a singularly unattrac-
tive alternative. Our conventional forces have thus been the basis for a
seamless web of deterrence not only because of their linkage to our nuclear
response but also because of their ability, in and of themselves, to punish an
aggressor and to prevent him from achieving his objectives. And it has been
our conventional forces that have bought the time necessary for the contradic-
tions inherent in communism to bring the oppressive regimes of Eastern
Europe to their knees.

The most important lessons of the postwar era can be summed up as
follows. Since the advent of the nuclear age, the value of strategic nuclear
forces has been limited to their passive ability to deter a Soviet attack. They
are useful only when they are not used. It is equally apparent that the value
of conventional forces has resided in our ability to employ them actively in a
wide variety of peacetime tasks as well as in combat. They are useful when
they are properly used. As we move into a new and uncertain future, neither
theoreticians nor practitioners of national security can afford to ignore this
fundamental difference.

Into the Future

These lessons from the past are of more than academic interest. If
we are to escape from the simplistic nuclear deterrence paradigm, then our
salient experiences from history must now join hands with the emerging
realities of the international environment to shape our vision for security in
the 21st century and the ideal military force needed to realize that vision. For,
despite the democratic resurgence in Eastern Europe, the world remains a
dangerous place. As Paul Nitze recently pointed out, “We have won only a
partial and uncertain victory.”

We must remember that radical political change never occurs without
great danger. Throughout history, we have seen that the collapse of mighty
cmpires, the realignment of traditional power groupings, and the restructuring of
individual nations are invariably accompanied by instability, armed conflict, and
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XViHl Airborne Corps

A soldier of the XVIII Airborne Corps provides a definition of “readiness” during
Operation Just Cause in Panama, December 1989.

human suffering. Events within the Soviet orbit reaffirm this lesson of history
and show the potential for violence that lurks just beneath the surface as the
Soviet empire struggles with cataclysmic change.

It may be that the turmoil can be confined to the Soviet interior and
that it will not threaten the security of NATO. But we cannot operate under
such an assumption. The United States must be prepared—politically and
militarily—to defend our national and alliance interests by helping to anchor
European security in what will surely be a time of enormous challenge.

At the same time, we must never forget that our security and, indeed,
the very prospects for global peace depend upon factors extending far beyond
the confines of Europe. Ongoing interstate rivalries, historic national conflicts,
religious animosities, and the lust for economic and political power fester
throughout the Third World. These potential sources of instability are fueled by
the proliferation of sophisticated weapons—from modern tanks to poison gas to
ballistic missiles—that can continue to threaten our vital interests.

Despite these mounting threats, and despite our experiences in two
land wars in Asia, we have historically treated the developing world as
politically marginal and militarily insignificant. Consciously or not, we have
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kept the faith of Hilaire Belloc. who gloated at the turn of the century over
the invention of the recoil-operated machine gun:

Whatever happens,
We have got

The Maxim gun
And they have not.”

In the past 20 years, this time-honored boast has become obsolete; the “Maxim
guns” of the 1990s are now in abundance throughout the world.

Our first hint of this new reality occurred in the Arab-Israeli conflicts
of 1967 and 1973, during which we saw tank battles of a magnitude unparalleled
since World War II and levels of destruction unprecedented in the developing
world. Any lingering doubts about the military power of the Third World were
erased by the Iran-Iraq War, characterized by large-scale tank engagements,
heavy artillery duels, ballistic missile exchanges, poison gas attacks, and more
than one million dead. Conflict in the developing world no longer presents us
with business as usual. It is a new and expanding challenge that we must be
prepared to confront. We also face the ongoing threat of insurgencies, guerrilla
operations, international terrorism, and the trafficking in illicit drugs—collec-
tively sometimes called low-intensity conflict. These can undermine peace and
freedom as surely as more traditional sources of conflict.

Hence, even as we bask in the relaxation of East-West tensions, we
must remain prepared to deal with the sizable military capabilities of a host
of foes, both potential and acknowledged. We cannot ignore ten milliennia of
human experience on the basis of six months of revolutionary change. It is
abundantly clear that the international environment of the 21st century will
be no simpler, and possibly no safer, than the world of the Cold War. We
cannot predict with certainty where or when the United States will be required
to employ its forces in the future. But we can predict with certainty that if we
ignore the lessons of history and fail to maintain forces to meet the challenges
of tomorrow, future generations of Americans will pay for our irresponsibility
with their treasure and possibly with their blood.

Strategic Conventional Forces

In such an environment, we must recognize that the key to the defense
of our vital interests in the next century will rest with our conventional forces—
forces that can be adapted quickly to deal with the ever-widening range of
challenges occasioned by an era of uncertainty and change of historic magnitude.
The contributions to our national security provided by conventional forces are
unique and cannot be replaced by our strategic nuclear arsenal, no matter how
modern, how destructive, or how accurate it may be. To borrow from Herman
Kahn, “thinking about the unthinkable” of nuclear war has become an art unto
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itself—essential to the survival of the nation but of little practical utility in
meeting the overwhelming preponderance of cuallenges that we will confront.

As long as groups and nations continue to compete for land, resour-
ces, and political control of people, the words of historian T. R. Fehrenbach
will continue to ring true:

You may fly over a land forever. You may bomb it, atomize it, pulverize it, and
wipe it clean of life. But if you desire to defend it, protect it, and keep it, you
must do this on the ground, the way the Roman legions did—by putting your
young men into the mud.’

Thus, if the United States is to control the turmoil and exploit the opportunities
that lie ahead, it must have powerful conventional forces and an Army that is
second to none—a strategic Army with a global reach and a broad functional
mandate.

Today, the expanding web of economic and political interdependence
linking together the global community compels us to continue to exercise a
leading role in that community. The archaic concept of Fortress America
simply no ivinger has economic or military relevance for the United States.
Indeed, we should have learned that bitter lesson from our nostalgic flirtation
with isolationism in the interwar years. Our unwillingness to fulfill our role
as a world power contributed directly to the largest war in history and cost
humanity 50 million dead. In the 1990s and beyond, the United States must
have the capacity to project land combat forces in the responsible exercise of
power worldwide; we must be able to defend our interests wherever and
whenever they are threatened.

More specifically, the United States must have conventional forces
that can be tailored to respond to challenges across the operational spectrum
ranging all the way from peacetime competition to major war. In peacetime,
we must never lose sight of the fact that the American soldier—forward
deployed or based in the United States—is our first echelon of strategic
deterrence. When we put our forces on the ground, the power and prestige of
our nation are fully committed. This is practical policy that has preserved
peace in Europe and in Northeast Asia for two generations.

We must never lose sight of the fact that the
American soldier is our first echelon
of strategic deterrence.
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The contributions of conventional forces during peacetime go far
beyond detcrrence. Our extensive cooperation with the armies of nearly 120
friendly nations, for example. is an effective and peaceful means of strength-
ening their capabilities to defend themselves. This is an option far preferable
to deploying American Army units to protect our interests when a crisis is
already underway. Security assistance programs—such as emergency sup-
plies for Colombia to combat drug traffickers, medical aid for the Philippines,
law enforcement equipment for Panama, and other efforts beyond number—
are a sound investment in the future and often help to save lives.

Moreover, the Army participates actively in support of nationbuild-
ing—assisting governments throughout the world to address common sources
of internal conflict and instability. In developing nations, the US Army has
worked alongside host armies to develop their abilities to build national
infrastructures—the bridges, highways, schools, and clinics that are fun-
damental to alleviating human misery worldwide.

Furthermore, because of the political and social importance of ar-
mies in many countries, the US Army’s professional contacts with them
provide an important avenue of influence that might not otherwise be avail-
able. Indeed, the Army has helped scores of friendly governments to develop
professional forces within the context of democratic values.

On yet another level, our conventional forces are among our most
effective tools for enhancing political stability in the international order. US
forces on the ground in Korea and elsewhere in Northeast Asia provide
security and encourage stability, thus establishing the freedom to cooperate
among such countries as Japan, China, and Korea, who have endured centuries
of mutual antagonisms. And without our peacekeeping forces in the Sinai, the
historic peace treaty between Egypt and Israel might never have come to pass.
As we look to the future, American forces in Europe will continue to be
essential in providing an anchor of stability as the winds of change rip through
the continent—a reality recognized by Europeans of all political persuasions.

Finally, credible deterrence requires capable forces. Our forces must
be trained and ready to fight and win as the ultimate guarantors of our nation’s
security on the battlefields of the future. As we consider the great issues of
national security in this decade and beyond, we would be wise to heed the
words of Plato, echoing over the span of 2500 years: *Only the dead have seen
the end of war.”

Down the Road

In the years ahead, our conventional forces will grow smaller as we
adjust to a changing Soviet threat and steep budget reductions. Even as we
respond to change, however, we must also maintain continuity—continuity of
readiness and of capability that will protect the nation during an uncertain era.
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We would be wise to heed the words of Plato,
echoing over the span of 2500 years:
“Only the dead have seen the end of war.”

Regardless of their size, our conventional forces must possess three qualities
that are essential to our security in the future: versatility, deployability, and
lethality.

First, our co wventional forces must be versatile—able to respond to a
widening array of challenges. while drawing from the same reservoir of forces.
For this nation, the kev to versatility lies in our ability to orchestrate our
conventional forces in joint operations—operations in wiich we exploit the
unique capabilities of each of the services, pulling them together into force
packages that are appropriate for the political purposes we are trying to achieve.
In a complex world of multidimensional interests and multifaceted challenges,
we can no longer deceive ourselves into believing that nationa! security can be
ensured by relying on any one service or any single military capability. Our
conventional forces will fight jointly, or they will not fight at all.

Versatility also demands that we retain combat power in units forward-
deployed in Europe, Asia, Central America, and in other areas where presence
itself is appropriate to protect vital US interests. Moreover, we must have
powerful forces based within the United States that are designed to respond to
contingencies worldwide. And we must have the unquestioned capability to
reinforce our forward-deployed units or our contingency forces with units from
our active and reserve components. Finally, versatility requires that we maintain
our active forces and our reserve forces in the proper proportion—a proportion
driven by the niissions we must cxecute, the timeliness requirements we must
satisfy, and the quality we must maintain throughout the arnied forces.

Second, our conventional forces must be deployable—able to project
substantial combat power rapidly wherever our interests are threatened. Na-
than Bedford Forrest is credited with reminding us that the Army that wins is
the one that gets there “the fustest with the mostest.” In the last decade of the
20th century, this homely admonition remains as valid as it was more than
125 years ago.

Depending upon the threat, we may be required to deploy only a
minor force, such as a carrier battlegroup or an AWACS detachment. Alterna-
tively, it may demand a inajor joint operution, built around a contingency force
of armored divisions to contend with an adversary that itself possesses a
powerful arsenal of tanks.
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It is no secret that our ability to project substantial land combat forces
is decidedly inadequate—we simply do not have sufficient airlift or sealift to
support our requirements under the quite conceivable contingencies that could
realistically require US forces. But the solution to this dilemma does not lie in
stripping our forces of their combat power; it would be folly to commit American
forces to battle without giving them the wherewithal to fight and win. Instead,
the deployability dilemma must be addressed in a comprehensive manner that
looks at imaginati- ¢ and affordable solutions to moving forces rapidly through-
out the world. This must be the center of a major national defense effort.

Finally, our conventional forces must be lethal-—lethal to bolster deter-
rence and lethal to ensure defense. Lethality demands modern weapons, tough,
realistic training, and young Americans of character and ability who volunteer
to fill our ranks. For if we are committed to battle, we will go to win, and we will
do what we must to achieve victory. In the midst of our discussions about the
future of our conventional forces, we must never lose sight of this single,
overriding mission—to fight and win the wars of our nation.

To Conclude

Forty-five years ago, the postwar nuclear thinkers broke new ground
in the theory of the future of war. They had the intellectual courage to discard
old dogma and look to an uncertain future with imagination and daring. Today,
as we confront an equally uncertain era, we can be no less bold, no less
imaginative, no less daring. We must have the courage to ask the tough
questions and to reexamine the assumptions about deterrence and defense that
we have inherited from past generations.

We must have the courage to see the world as it really is—a world
abundant with opportunities, but also beset by challenges—a world in which
conflict remains a way of life and the principles of freedom and democracy
remain very much at risk. In this world, we must recognize the continued
primacy of conventional forces, tacked by the presence of a controlled
nuclear arsenal, in the preservation of peace and in the shaping of a global
order where frzedom and democracy can takc deep root and blcom with rich
vitality. The nation and the world expect no less.
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Military Police 1n
Contingency Operations:
Often the Force of Choice

CHARLES A. HINES

‘ N ) ithin the last decade, the Military Police Corps has often been selected

as the preferred force in responding to contingency situations. Military
police are uniquely qualified to carry out a variety of peacekeeping and
peacetime contingency missions in low-intensity conflict operations. This
article explores the unique qualifications of MPs to undertake such roles and
discusses the analytical process for determining the contingency situations
most appropriate for their use.

The capability to field combat-ready forces in response to worldwide
contingencies is one of the Army’s primary strategic roles for the 1990s and
beyond. The process of tailoring force packages that sufficiently demonstrate
US resolve and protect national interests while preventing or de-escalating
open military conflict is an essential component of strategic contingency
planning. Today's volatile and politically charged international environment
challenges strategic planners to design force packages capable of responding
to specific contingency scenarios in a wide range of environments. The
importance of tailored force-packaging is emphasized in FM 100-20, Military
Operations in Low-Intensity Conflict.

Regardless of perspective, the instruments for the resolution of a conflict must
be appropriate to its nature. The arsenal of national power includes political,
economic, informational, and military instruments. The nature of the conflict
environment determines the way leaders employ them.'

The mix of forces selected for a contingency mission is influenced
by the principles of METT-T (Mission, Enemy, Troops. Terrain, and Time
Available) as well as a political element that is becoming increasingly dom-
inant. Clausewitz’s assertion that “war is simply a continuation of political
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intercourse™ applies also to contingency operations, for they too must be
viewed as political instruments.’ Consequentiy, particular scrutiny must be
given to the political suitability of forces selected for a given contingency
situation. Force suitability is not solely a function of mission capability or
force structure. Political objectives shape military decisionmaking from the
tactical to the strategic levels. Military courses of action, therefore, must be
consistent with political aims even if unorthodox or nontraditional force
structuring is entailed. Decisionmakers must be completely attuned to the
policy goals attending each contingency, which may transcend purely military
considerations. When selecting forces for contingency operations, for ex-
ample, they must be sensitive to the perceptions of the local population, the
international community, and the American public.

The last decade has seen a number of contingency situations where
the Military Police Corps became the obvious choice. It has participated in
events ranging from hurricane disaster relief in St. Croix in the Virgin Islands
to Operation Just Cause in Panama. Colonel Harry G. Summers, Jr., has
dzscribed the military police as “today’s cavalry” that goes to the rescue in
contingencies around the world.’ While this analogy might curl the spurs on
some cavalrymen’s boots, recent years have shown Colonel Summers’ obser-
vation to be on the mark. The overwhelming support and gratitude shown to
the military police by the people of St. Croix after Hurricane Hugo dem-
onstrated that such soldiers can excel at coming to the rescue.

Force Selection: Military Police Vis-a-vis the Combat Arms

The broad principles for force-tailoring in behalf of military actions
falling anywhere on the operational continuum are depicted schematically in the
accompanying diagram.® The diagram highlights the missions and appropriate
occasions for employment of military police in comparison with those of the
traditional combat arms. Unique capabilities of the military police, coupled with
their domestic and international acceptability as a security force, frequently make
them the most appropriate force for contingencies occurring at the lower end of
the operational continuum. Conversely, as the lethality of a situation intensifies

Major General Charles A. Hines is the Commanding General, US Army Chemical
and Military Police Centers and Fort McClellan, Alabama. He holds a B.S. from
Howard University, an M.S. in police administration from Michigan State University,
an M.M.A.S. from the US Army Command and General Staff College, and a Ph.D. in
sociology from Johns Hopkins University. He is also a graduate and former faculty
member of the US Army War College and has attended the Senior Managers in
Government Program at the John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard Univer-
sity. General Hines has commanded military police units from platoon through bri-
gade, and served as Provost Marshal of VII Corps in Germany. He was an Operations
Officer in the 90th Military Police Detachment in Vietnam during 1966-67.
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THE OPERATIONAL CONTINUUM
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and combat operations become more certain, the suitability of military police
declines while that of the combat arms rises.

The acceptability and capability of a force being considered for a
contingency mission determine its suitability. Force acceptability is based on
a unit’s political appropriateness and whether its qualities are consistent with
accomplishing national interests and objectives. Force capability, on the other
hand, is a measure of a unit’s ability to counter an expected threat. A force
may possess the capability to accomplish a military mission by virtue of its
training, equipment, and structure. If, however, its mere presence inflames
the situation, another type of force may need to be considered. The challenge
is to apply the right force at the right time. Given the fluidity of contingency
situations, this challenge can be most formidable.

Contemplated missions span the spectrum of contingency operations
from force protection to combat operations. Although military police support
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operations across the continuum, they may be the leading actor for operations
falling within the left half of it—that of assisting and protecting.

The mission of assistance applies to those operations conducted by
US forces to aid American and host-nation personnel during periods of
heightened tension (e.g. noncombatant evacuation operations, natural or man-
made disaster situations, and all other operations where the primary purpose
of the force is the reestablishment or maintenance of normal peacetime
activities). These operations may often be extensions of habitual missions
conducted by US forces as part of their mission-essential task list. Threats in
these situations may range from an antagonistic populace engaged in rioting,
looting, and demonstrating to more hostile actions by elements who desire to
disrupt or discredit governmental operations.

Military police units are uniquely suited to perform assistance mis-
sions as aresult of their training and experience in dealing with citizens during
periods of high stress and confusion. US objectives for these types of missions
are support of the local population and protection of US interests and person-
nel while projecting a non-threatening, politically acceptable signature. Com-
bat units, therefore, may not be the most preferred in these situations. Such
units inherently cast a provocative, bellicose profile in the view of interna-
tional and domestic communities. When the 82d Airborne Division is dis-
patched somewhere, for example, the entire world sits up and takes notice.
Such publicity alone might jeopardize or impair a mission’s success. But when
a US Army military police battalion is flown to a trouble spot, no alarm bells
jangle in capitals around the globe.

The mission of protection encompasses operations conducted by US
forces providing for the security of American or foreign personnel, sites, facili-
ties, and units. Implied tasks within this mission include those security measures
required to dea' with threats that have begun to actively target US interests. These
are threats at the low end of the operational continuum: sabotage, hostage-taking,
bombings, and attacks against individuals, groups, or businesses by terrorists or
insurgents. Military police units can successfully perform this type of contingen-
cy operation, capitalizing on the low-threat signature they project.

While the organic capabilities of combat units might rate highly against
the expected threat in protection scenarios, their use is often counterproductive.
Circumstances in such cases usually require operating in a significantly force-
restrictive environment against a predominantly covert threat. Maintaining low
visibility would be difficult for combat forces. Further, insertion of combat units
into this environment might be interpreted by the international community as an
act of naked imperialism or aggression, extending well beyond the announced
motives of protecting American personnel or facilities.

As the diagram suggests, selection of the most appropriate force
becomes more difficult upon entering the transitional zone of the operational
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continuum. Military police utility, though diminished here, may be considered
adequate in light of overall national policy. Selection of military police might
facilitate de-escalation to a protection mission. The lethality of the threat,
however, and the threat’s potential to increase in lethality must be closely
monitored to ensure that military police capabilities are not overwhelmed and
combat units are not introduced too late.

Missions involving low-order combat operations are those that coun-
ter forces threatening US personnel, sites, facilities, and units. The expected
threats include those envisaged for the assistance and protection missions as
well as operations by small enemy conventional and guerrilla units. Such
threats thus include all previously discussed covert activities plus overt
tactical operations against US targets by organized forces. Mission require-
ments for American security forces would now include active external screen-
ing and protection missions around critical targets, preemptive operations
against threat strongholds and caches, and limited offensive operations. Com-
bat forces are of course highly suited to these types of contingency operations.

While the desirability of military police as principal forces decreases
as threat lethality increases, military police traditionally perform many critical
tasks in support of forces engaged in combat operations. MP participation
throughout all phases of contingency operations can relieve combat forces of
tasks that detract from their primary mission. During the American intervention
in the Dominican Republic in 1965, for example, difficulty in placing military
police units on the ground early resulted in a shortage of personnel available to
guard detainees. In one instance US troops handed rebel prisoners (Constitution-
alists) over to Loyalist soldiers, who promptly shot them.’ General Bruce Palmer,
Jr., who commanded US forces during the Dominican intervention, summed up
his thoughts on the use of military police units as follows: “The military police

MPs search suspects during Operation Just Cause in Panama, December 1989.
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were worth their weight in gold. Early in the intervention we found that a major
weakness in the initial troop lists was a shortage of MP units, and we soon had
to give them a priority on a par with combat units.”

Missions designated as high-order combat operations involve force-
against-force actions where defeat of enemy combat forces per se is the imme-
diate aim of US units. These operations are conducted when the United States
has become decisively engaged, and the host-nation government may or may not
be sympathetic to American interests. Consistent with American objectives, the
function of our units is to close with and destroy opposing forces. Since this is
the primary mission for which they were designed, combat forces are obviously
best suited to perform operations occurring during this phase of the operational
continuum. Here as always, however, military police units will have important
collateral missions and must be included in the force package.

Military Police in Past Contingency Operations

We have already glanced at military police involvement during the US
intervention in the Dominican Republic in 1965; a similar pattern has continued
during the past decade. During Operation Urgent Fury in October 1983, military
police were sent to Grenada as part of the initial deployment force. While
operations by combat units were the focus during the mission’s early phases,
military police in their protection roles performed a variety of security missions,
patrolled, and conducted detainee/internee processing.” When combat operations
terminated, the need remained for a force capable of helping host-nation law
enforcement authorities regain their effectiveness. Military police were chosen
to stay in Grenada and remained there long after the end of Urgent Fury.

Operation Golden Pheasant in Honduras in March 1988 illustrated
how contingency missions can range rather widely along the operational
continuum. Military police had been performing security and force protection
operations in Honduras for some time, demonstrating a non-threatening but
tangible US presence. When Nicaraguan Sandinistas crossed the Honduran
border, the JCS initiated Golden Pheasant, ordering in combat units as a show
of force.® This action achieved the desired results and the Sandinistas with-
drew. Combat forces were then redeployed as the military police resumed
force protection operations, thus maintaining the desired US presence. These
events demonstrated the dynamic interplay of military police and combat
forces during contingency operations as the threat waxes and wanes and the
US response is adjusted accordingly.

The unique capability of MPs to respond to civil disorders formed the
basis for their deployment to St. Croix after the devastation of Hurricane Hugo
in September 1989. The hurricane had traumatic effects on the National Guard,
police, medical services, and other governmental agencies on the island. Riots
and looting threatened the safety of residents, businesses, and property.’ A force
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MPs proved again during Operation Just Cause that they are well-suited to fill a
variety of roles in contingency operations.

was needed capable of imposing firm order on a civilian populace while observ-
ing stringent rules-of-engagment safeguards. As Colonel Summers observed:

Until recently, it would have indeed been the cavairy—that is, combat forces—
pressed into riot-control duty. But this time the Army sent in more than 1000
combat support men and women especially organized trained and equipped for
such duty. . . . These professionals soon had the situation well in hand."

Military police were the force of choice for the St. Croix mission. They stopped
the looting, reestablished law and order, and demonstrated their ability to work
hand in hand with territorial and federal agencies and island residents.

Prior to Operation Just Cause in December 1989, military police had
been rotating to Panama to provide security augmentation forces capable of
protecting US interests in the area while projecting a nonthreatening political
signature.'' The critical need for restraint in the use of force and the necessity
to work with Panamanian paramilitary police units made military police
particularly appropriate. As Operation Just Cause kicked off and gained
momentum, military police intensified site-security operations, performed
detainee/internee processing missions, and provided ready-reaction forces.
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When the situation de-escalated, military police assisted Panamanian law
enforcement agencies in the reestablishment of discipline, law, and order and
resumed their security-enhancement duties. A salient aspect of Operation Just
Cause was noted by Bernard Adelsberger, writing in the Army Times: “The
military intervention in Panama highlights the Pentagon’s ability to select
elements from a wide array of military units for specific missions.”"

The force-selection process may be initiated at any point along the
operational continuum and periodically reassessed and adjusted to accommodate
changing international conditions and evolving national policy objectives. Force-
mix adjustments by the CINCs and National Command Authorities can serve to
escalate, de-escalate, or simply stabilize a situation to allow time for further
assessment.

The Dominican Republic, Grenada, Honduras, St. Croix, and Panama
have demonstrated the necessity of a guiding concept in the force-selection
process—one that factors in the political imperatives and carefully correlates the
type of military unit employed with the type of threat to be encountered and the
type of military task to be performed. Analysis based upon such a guiding concept
will show—perhaps surprisingly—that US interests are often best served not by
the trumpeted forced entry of a US expeditionary force bristling with big guns
and seconded by the full panoply of war—but rather by the unobstrusive intro-
duction of constabulary soldiers trained to satisfy those basic needs of any
society: law, order, security, and civil assistance.
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